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AGENDA
Commuter Rail Committee Meeting
October 19, 2006
12:00 p.m.

Location
SANBAG Office
Super Chief Conference Room
1170 West 37 8t.,, 2™ FL.
San Bernardino, CA

Commuter Rail Committee Membership

Chair
Mayvor Pro Tem Patricia Gilbreath Mayor Paul Eaton
City of Redlands City of Montclair
Vice Chair Mayor Patrick Morris
Council Member Lee Ann Garcia City of San Bernardino
City of Grand Terrace

Mayor Pre Tem Alan Wapner
Supervisor Paul Biane City of Ontario
County of San Bernardino
Mayor Pro Tem Diane Williams
Mayor Robert Christman City of Rancho Cucamonga
City of Loma Linda



San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) is a council of governments formed in 1973
by joini powers agreement of the cities and the County of San Bernardine. SANBAG is governed
by a Board of Directors consisting of a mayor or designared council member from each of the
twenty-four cities in San Bernardino County and the five members of the San Bernardine County
Board of Supervisors.

In addition to SANBAG, the composition of the SANBAG Board of Directors also serves as the
governing board for several separate legal entities listed below:

The San Bernardino County Transportation Commission, swhich is responsible for short
and long range transportation planning within San Bernardino County, including
coordination and approval of all public mass transit service, approval of all capital
development projects for public transit and highway projects, and determination of
staging and scheduling of construction relative to all transportation improvement
projects in the Transportation Improvement Program.

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority, which is responsible for
administration of the voter-approved half-cent transportation transactions and use tax
levied in the County of San Bernardino.

The Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies, which is responsible for the
administration and operation of a motorist aid system of call boxes on State freewayvs and
highways within San Bernardino County.

The Congestion Management Agency, which analyzes ine performance level of the
regional transportation system in a manner which ensures consideration of the impacts
Jfrom new development and promotes air quality through implementation of strategies in
the adopted air quality plans.

As a Subregional Planning Agency, SANBAG represents the San Bernardino County
subregion and assists the Southern California Association of Governments in carrying
out its functions as the metropolitan planning organization. SANBAG performs studies
and develops consensus relative to regional growth forecasts, regional transportation
plans, and mobile source components of the air guality plans.

ltems which appear on the monthly Board of Directors agenda are subjects of one or more of the
listed legal authorities. For ease of understanding and rimeliness, the agenda items for all of
these eniities are consolidated on one agenda. Documents contained in the agenda package are
clearly marked with the appropriate legal entity,
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San Bernardino Associated Governments
County Transportation Commission

County Transportation Authority

Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies
County Congestion Management Agency

Commuter Rail Committee Meeting

October 19, 2006
12:00 p.m.

Location: SANBAG Office, 1170 West 3™ St., 2*¢ Fl., San Bernardino

CALL TO ORDER

(Meeting Chaired by Mayor Pro Tem Patricia Gilbreath}

Attendance
Announcements
Agenda Notices/Modifications - Daylene Burris

Possible Conflict of Interest Issues for the Commuter Rail pg. 5
Committee Meeting of October 19, 2006

Note agenda item coniractors, subcontractors and agents, which
may require member abstentions due to conflict of interest and
financial interests. Committee Member abstentions shall be
stated under this item for recordation on the appropriate item.

I Notes/Actions




Consent Calendar

2. Commuter Rail Committee Attendance Roster g 6

A quorum shall consist of a majority of the membership of each
Peiw}f Cemm;ttee exc&gt that a}i Cgun*t}f Repfesenmtweg shall

3. Measure 2010-2040 § ; iicyissues 0 pe8

Review and diseuss whlte paper issues for furtherance of the
= 'Strateglc ?1an S

jr‘th‘e Ctty of \&Gn’miarr

Approve Amendment No. 6 to SANBAG Cooperative
Agreement 91-065 with the City of | M@ntclalr reiatmg to the_

. tanagement responsibility of jointly ‘owned property”at’

' “Montclair Transcenter and the reimbursemerit of maintenance
expenses for the first two years relating to the future pedesman
undercrossing at the Montclair Metrolink Station in an amount
not to exceed $100,000 increasing the total contract authority
16'$5,818,879.71 as identified in the Financial Impact Section.

5.. “Agreement on Cost Aiiecatmﬁ Formula for the Southern pg. 40
o Cahforma Regumai Rali Authﬂrxty (SCRRA)

":'cewe Infoma&twn e

RRA Strategy for Infrastruc_ ‘¢ Bonds

Receﬂe Informatlon |
Pl‘_i{lﬁ)}ié;(?om-ments
7. - Additional Items from Committee Members
8. Brief Comments by the General Public
Additional Information
Aéfb:nyfm List pg. 46

T

Motes/Actions

.'"'.menduent No 6 to Ceo;aeratrve Agreement 91~965 with pg. 32 ?




ADJOURNMENT

Complete packages of the SANBAG agenda are available for public review at the SANBAG offices. 5taff
reports for items may be made availabie upon request. For additional information call (909) 884-8276.

Please note the next Commuter Rail Meeting will be held
January 18, 2007.



Meeting Procedures and Rules of Conduct

Meeting Procedures
The Ralph M. Brown Act is the state law which guarantees the public’s right to attend and participate in

meetings of local legislative bodies. These rules have been adopted by the Board of Directors in accordance
with the Brown Act, Government Code 54950 et seq., and shall apply at all meetings of the Board of Directors
and Policy Committees.

Accessibility

The SANBAG meeting facility is accessible to persons with disabilities. If assistive listening devices or other
«iliary-aids or services are needed in order to participate in the public mesting, requests should be made

through the Clerk of e Board at least three (3) business days prior to the Board meeting. The Clerk’s

telephone mamber is {909) 884-8276 and office is located at 1170 W. 3% Street, 2™ Floor, San Bernardino, CA.

Agendas — All agendas are posted at 1170 W. 3™ Street, 2™ Floor, San Bernardine at least 72 hours in advance

of the meeting, Staff reports related to agenda items may be reviewed at the SANBAG offices located at~

11’7@-;W. 3% Street, 2™ Floor, San Bernardino and our website: www.sanbag.ca.gov.

Agenda Actions — Items listed on both the “Consent Calendar” and “Ttems for Discussion” contain: suggested
actions. 1he Board of Directors will generally consider items in the order listed on the agenda. However, items

may be considered in any order. New agenda items can be added and action taken by two-thirds vote of the
Board of Directors.

Closed Session Agenda Items — Consideration of closed session items excludes members of the public. These
tems include issues related to personnel, pending litigation, labor negotiations and real estate negotiations.
Prior to-each closed session, the Chair will announce the subject matter of the closed session. If action is taken
in closed session, the Chair may report the action to the public at the conclusion of the closed session.. R

Public Testimony on an Item ~ Members of the public are afforded an opportunity to speak on any listed item.
Tndividuals wishing to address the Board of Directors or Policy Committee Members should complete a
“Request to Speak” form, provided at the rear of the meeting room, and present it to the Clerk prior to the
Board's consideration of the item. A "Request to Speak” form must be completed for each item an individual
wishes to speak on. When recognized by the Chair, speakers should be prepared to step forward and announce
their name and address for the record. In the interest of facilitating the business of the Board, speakers are
limited to three (3) minutes on each item. Additionally, a twelve (12) minute limitation is established for the
total amount of time any one individual may address the Board at any one meeting. The Chair or a majority of -
the Board may establish a different time limit as appropriate, and parties to agenda items shall not be subject to

the fimé limitations. ' PR A e
The C : : : A
i an be pulled at Board meniber request and will be brought up individually at the specified ime if1
agerida allowing further public comment on these items. R Y

onsent Calendar is considered a single item, thus the three (3) minute rule applies. ConsentCalenéar

Ag ':éiida Times — The Board is concerned that discussion take place in a timely and efficient manner. Agendas :
may be prepared with estimated times for categorical areas and certain topics to be discussed. These times may
vary according to the length of presentation and amount of resulting discussion on agenda items.

Public Comment — At the end of the agenda, an opportunity is also provided for members of the public to
speak on any subject within the Board’s authority. Matters raised under *Public Comment” may not be acted
upon at that meeting. " Public Testimony on any ltem " still apply.

Pisruptive Conduct — If any meeting of the Board is willfully disrupted by a person or by a group of persens

50 s to render the orderly conduct of the meeting impossible, the Chair may recess the meeting or order the

person, group or groups of person willfully disrupting the meeting to leave the meeting or to be removed from:
the meeting. Distuptive conduct includes addressing the Board without first being recognized, not addressing
the subject before the Board, repetitiously addressing the same subject, failing to relinquish the podium when
requested to do so, or otherwise preventing the Board from conducting its meeting in an orderly manner. Please

he aware that ¢ NO SMOKING policy has been established for meetings. Your cooperation is appreciated!

o
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SANBAG San Barnardino Associated Governmenis
1170 W, 3rd Streei, Znd Floor Son Bernordino, CA 924101715
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. Working Together

® Son Bemardine County Transporiation Commission ®  Son Bemardino County Transporialion Authority
» San Bemardine County Congestion Manogemani Agency & Service Authorly for Freeway Crnargencies

Minute Action

AGENDA ITEM: 1

Date: October 19, 2006

Subject: Information Relative to Possible Conflict of Interest

Recommendation’: Note agenda items and contractors/subcontractors which may require
member abstentions due to possible conflicts of interest.

Background: In accordance with California Government Code 84308, members of the
Board of Directors may not participate in any action concerning a contract
where they have received a campaign contribution of more than 3250 in
the prior twelve months from an entity or individual. This agenda
contains recommendations for action relative to the following contractors:

Item Contract Contractor/Agents Subcontractors
No. No,
None

Financial Impact:  This item has no direct impact on the 2006/2007 Budget.

Reviewed By: This item is prepared monthly for review by the Board of Directors and
policy committee members.

Responsible Staff: ~ Michael Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs

Moved:

fn Favor

Commuter Rail Committee

Duate:

Witnessed,

Approved

Onnosed, Abstained:
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SAN BAG So¢ Bernardino Associgied Governments
. N70 W. 3rd Sireet, 2nd Floor San Bernardine, CA $2410-17135 ]
 Working Tcgethet Phona: (909} 884-8275 Fax: {P0F) BB35-4407 Wab: www sanbag.ca.goy

# 3an Remnardine Sounty rensponiation Commission 8 3an Bernarcing County Transporniation Authorily
a Sor Bermncarding County Congestion Managemsant Agency #  Service Authority for Freeway Emeigancies

Minute Action
AGENDAITEM: ___ 3
Date: October 19, 2006
Subject: Measure [ 2010-2040 Strategic Plan Policy Issues
Recommendation:” Review and discuss white paper issues for furtherance of the Strategic Plan.
Background: The SANBAG Board of Directors approved working project cost factors and
revenue projections on August 2, 2006. Because consideration of the Project
Advancement element of the Measure [ Strategic Plan Scope of work was
addressed separately, the next steps in strategic plan development are:

1) Development of project prioritization policies and procedurss,

2} Evaluation of the need for and benefit of “frontloading” or advancing funding
for selected programs through inter-program borrowing,

Further definition of the relationship of fair share development contributions
to the fund allocation process, and

Lad
e’

4} Definition of project development and delivery responsibilities for freeway
interchange, major roadway, and grade separation projects.

Approved
Commuter Rail Commitiee
Dage:
Woved: Second
In Favor: Copased: Abstaincd:

Fitressed:
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Commuter Rail Agenda Item
October 19, 2006
Page20f3

White papers are aftached on Megsurs 1 2010-2040 Programs including:

‘Bond F manémg Debt Capacztv
Inter—ngram Issues

at *' techmcal and pohcy issues wﬁhm each progr'* :
with’ these elemems of the scope of work, and alternative strate _
them for detailed censxderatzon by the policy committee with purvww over each
program. In. addmon, staff ‘has developed a white paper to address inter-
programmauc issues (issues that affect tultiple programs or may cause one
program to affect others) that do not fit neatly into discussion of any one pmgram
These issues mniudf:

Borrowmg from one or more proxams to “frontload” another program

_ capaes {Z}f all Whﬁe pape:s ’f:o the membershlp of each ¢
and the Board o Directors as a whole, although ¢ach committee will be askﬁé 0.
develop recommendaﬁons on programs. or issues within its purview. St £
proposes 1o then rétrn to the Plans and Programs Comunittee for c@mmued e
discussion and gehc}; dexeiepmem on the complete spectrum of issues, ‘with
consideration of the input by the policy commitrees responsible for the various
mdwxﬁu&s ;}mcrains The next workshop will be scheduled as appropriate o
i ommended approaches to the policy issues outlined above and
discussed a&;t‘na the white papers. Members of the Board of Directors with
intarest in 4 parficular program but not on the policy committee with purvie Woover
that program are encouraged o atfend the committee meetings in an unsfficial
capacity. ‘




Commuter Rail Agenda Item
October 19, 2006

Page 3 of 3

Financial Impact:  This item is consistent with the approved Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Budgst.

Reviewed By This item was be reviewsd by the Administrative Commitiee on October 11, the
Major Prejects Committee on October 12, the Plans and Programs Comumittee on
October 18, will be reviewed by the Commuter Rail Committee on October 15
and the Mountain-Desert Committee on October 20, 2006,

Responsible Staff;. Ty Schuiling, Director of Planning and Programming
Darren Kettle, Director of Freeway Construction
Deborah Barmack, Director of Management Services
Mike Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs
Terry McGuire, Director of Finance




Commuter Rail Agenda [tem
October 19, 2006
Page 2 of 3

White papers are attached on Measure 1 2010-2040 Programs including:

e the Cajon Pass Program,

* the Victor Vailey Major Local Projects Program,

» the Rural Mountain/Desert Major Local Projects Program
» the Valley Freeway Program

* the Valley Freeway Interchange Program

* the Valley Major Streets Program

» the Valliey Metrolink/Rail Program

» the Valley Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Program

» Bond Financing Debt Capacity

» Inter-Program Issues

that identify major technical and policy issues within each program associated
with these elements of the scope of work, and alternative strategies to address
them for detailed consideration by the policy committee with purview over each
program. In addition, staff has developed a white paper to address inter-
programmatic issues {issues that affect multiple programs or may cause one
program to affect others) that do not fit neatly into discussion of any one program.
These issues include:

* Borrowing from one or more programs o “fronticad” another program
* Interprogram sequencing

* [iscal Management, and

* Project initiation

Staff will provide copies of all white papers to the membership of each committee
and the Board of Directors as a whole, although each committee will be asked to
develop recommendations on programs or issues within its purview.  Staff
proposes to then return (o the Plans and Programs Committee for continued
discussion and policy development on the complete spectrum of issues, with
consideration of the input by the policy committees responsible for the various
individual programs. The next workshop wili be scheduled as approvriate to
consider recommended approaches 10 the policy issues outlined above and
discussed within the white papers. Members of the Board of Directors with

et rey o 5 1 - 1 1 - m eiad St mtn g e
taterest m & particular program but not on the policy commitiee with purview over
F o ¥ Ty 370 P - R s S o~ i 3 s T e o , £ 0
that program ars encouraged to atiend the commitiee meehngs i an unotficial

capacity.




Commuter RBail Agenda ltem

October 19, 2006
Page 3 ol 3

Financial Impact.

Reviewed By:

Responsible Staff.

This itern is consistent with the approved Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Budget.

This item was be reviewed by the Administrative Committee on October 11, the
Maijor Projects Commitiee on October 12, the Plans and Programs Committee on
October 18, will be reviewed by the Commuter Rail Committee on October 19
and the Mountain-Desert Commitiee on October 20, 2006.

Ty Schuiling, Director of Planning and Programming
Darren Kettle, Director of Freeway Construction
Deborah Barmack, Director of Management Services
Mike Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs
Terry McGuire, Director of Finance

1z
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Name of Program: Cajon Pass Program

Brief description: Measure | 2010-2040 requires that three percent (3%} of the revenue generatad in the
San Bernardino Valley Subarea and the Victor Valley Subarea he reserved in advance of other
altocations for the Cajon Pass Acccount for funding of the 1-15/1-215 interchange in Devore, i-15 widening
through Cajon Pass, and truck lane develepment. Cajon Pass serves as the major transportation corridor
connecling the two urbanized areas within San Bernardino County and is in need of the identfled
improvements. These improvements are critical components to intra-county travel for residents of hoth
the Victor Valley and San Bernardino Valley.

Technical issues:

In February 2006 the Board of Directors approved the final report for the Interstate 15 Comprahensive
Corridor Study. The Study contemplated major transportation investments along the 1-15 Corridor rom
SR 60 o D Street in northern Victorville. included in the final report were recommendations to procaed
with further analysis on two alternatives, dedicated tolled truck lanes and managed (moveable barrier)
tolled auto lanes. The 1-15 Corridor Study limits extend well beyond the limits of the Cajon Pass Program,
the limits of the Cajon Pass program extend from the 1-15/1-215 Devore Interchange to Cajon Summit,
thus requiring consideration of how the Cajon Pass program fits within the overail 1-15 Corridor program.

As part of the Board action approving the final report SANBAG staff was directed to investigate financing
options to accelerate one component that was included in both the 1-15 Corridor study and is eligible for
funding from the Cajon Pass Program, that project being the reconstruction and realignment of the +-15/1-
215 Devore Interchange. In August 2006 the Board approved in concept loaning current Valley Major
Project funds to the future Cajon Pass program in order to fund project development activities for this
project. Staff anticipates requesting the Board to authorize releasing a Request for Qualifications (RFQ)
for Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Document development by the end of 2006 with project
deveiopment work expected to commence in early 2007,

The most glaring technical issue facing the Cajon Pass program is the issue of available funding versus
project cost. The Cajon Pass Program as originally proposed to County voters estimated a total Measura
| fund availability of $170 million and State and Federal revenues of $60 million for a total of $230 million,
Recent estimates for the 1-15/1-215 Devore interchange project exceed $200 million alone and the current
estimate to for an additional fane in both directions on the 1-15 through the Cajon Pass is $ 270 million.

Policy considerations and alternatives:

1} Project Acceleration - The Board has approved loaning funds between the two Measures in order
to continue progress on project development activities for the 1-151-215 Devore interchange
identified in Cajon Pass program. This action will allow preliminary engineering and
environmental clearance activities to proceed in advance of new Measure | revenues being
available. Design-Build procurement is another tool that could be used to accelerate the Devore
interchange project. The Beard's adopted Legisfative Program supports the use of Design-Build
procurement for transportation projects but a change in state law will be required o allow for
Design-Build for freeway orojects.

2} Linkages to ihe Valley Freeway Program and \ictor Valley Major Projecis Program - The -1
Comprehensive Corridor Study ciearly shows hat whila the Cajcn Pass orojects are necess
-elieve congestion or (s major comidor, additoral Tagway ane cacacity mi

e =15 rom SR 30 w the Devore intercranges 3 srsiect dentifad

arogram; and Tom Caon Summit o D Streel in ront Wiooryilia = [ect «

Yaliey Major Prajects Program). Any discussion thal “akes siace rziath
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Mame of Program: Victor Valley Meior Local Highway Projects

Brief Description: in the Mountain/Desert subareas, 70% of revenue generated is preserved for
Local Street Projects. The Measwe | Expenditure Plan for sach Mountain/Desert subarea
specifies that 25% of Measure | revenues collected in each subarea be set aside for Major Local
Highway Projects. Eligible projects for the Major Locai Highway Projects category inciude “maijor
streets and highways serving as primary routes of travel within the subarea, which may include
State highways and freeways.” The Plan also states that these funds can be used o “leverage
other State and Federal funds . . . and to perform advance planning/project reports.”

Technical issues. The Measure | Expenditure Plan estimated that the total amount of funds
collected in the Victor Valley Major Local Highway Projects category over the thirty vear period
would be $213m. Although this amount is considerably higher than other Mountain/Desent
Subareas, the magnitude of transportation needs and cost of major facility construction render
this amount woefully insufficient. Revised revenue estimates by subarea are under development
and will provide an improved estimate of available revenue throughout the term of the Measure.

Aithough Victor Valley revenue is expected in increase, it is doubtful that the imbalance between
needs and avaiiable funding will be changed.

in the Victor Valley subarea, it was never anticipated that the Major Local Highway Projects
category would fully fund any projects. Aithough projects were named in the Measure, the named
projects were examples of major projects which were easily identified as priorities at the time the
Measure was drafted. The projects listed were exampies and not intended to represent a
comprehensive list for this category. Language in the Expenditure Plan specifically stated these
funds would be used as “Contributions to Projects, including but not limited to:”

The Expenditure Plan also contained an estimate of $39m in State and Federal funds which
would de available to the Victor Valley subarea. This estimate, however, cannot be relied upon
considering the shortcomings of transportation funding at both the State and Federal ievel.

The Victor Valley is distinctly different from other Mountain/Desert subareas in two specific ways.
The incorporated areas and surrounding county areas were inciuded in the SANBAG Nexus
Study which requires a fair share contribution by new development to transportation projects. It is
also distinctively different in that there are two new major freeway corridors proposed in the
subareas; i.e., High Desert Corridor (E-220) estimated to cost $640m and US-385 estimated to
cost $E670m.

The Nexus Study for the Victor Valley indicates the following cost and fair share contributions
from new development in the Victor Valley:

improvement Total Cost | Development Contribution™
Category
_High Desert Corridor (E-220) § 640m g 0
Ug-295 __ $870m g ¢
. SR-138 West & g § 3G
=15 Widening - §398m Y
Cinerchanges S 2688m 3 48
Arterials 3 585m 3 Z2%4m
3rede Separatiors 3 32m $ 3m T

- B . S mis g TEINITNES e e S A
Amceis mokude 2008 oo asoaialion fasior ol 12




Victor Valiey Maior Local Highway Projects

Page 2

Policy Considerations and alternatives:

Considering the fimited financial resources in the Maior Local Highway Projects category, a
number of policy decisions will be required in establishing principles for allocation of funds in the
Victor Valiey. Some of the policy considerations are:

B

2)

3)

4}

3}

&

M

What criteria should be used to establish eligibitity for allocation of funds from the
Major Local Highway Projects category? (State highway improvements only?
Arterials spanning multiple jurisdictions? Projects which can demonstrate improved
performance of general traffic circulation throughout the subarea?  Project
readiness?)

Sheuld the allocation of funds from Major Local Highway Projects be limited to new
corridors, State Highways, and interchanges only? (Approximately 70% of revenue
coliected in the Victor Valiey is available for local streets and arterials. Considering
the tremendous need for major highway investment, use of Major Local Highway
Project funds to new corridors, State highways, and interchanges may be prudent.)

Should a percentage of funds be set aside for corridor preservation, which would
provide & source of local funding for early acquisition and Dpreservation of parcels
which may become available along the new corridor alignments?

How are the limited funds in Major Local Highway Projects category allocated? (Full
funding of projects on first-ready, first build basis? Percentage of project by phase?
Percentage of construction only? Maximum amount per project? Percentage of
funds generated on annua! basis? Reservation of funds for imited number of
specifically identified projects? Allocation based upon amount of additional funds
leveraged? Allocation based upon performance measurements and/or assessment
of benefit to all jurisdictions within the subarea?)

Is there an expectation that jurisdictions will aliocate a portion of Local Street Project
funds for project development or as partial funding to be combined with Major Local
Highway Projects for project construction?

Should development mitigation be considered in aiiocation of Major Local Highway

rojects?  (Are there any special consideration of Development Mitigation
confributions in the Victor Valiey?)

What special provisions, if any, shouid be made to aliow for areas oulside the Nexus
Study boundaries to compete for aliocations of Major Local Highway Projects?
{(Projects such as SR-138, SR-2, SR-18 Lucerme.)

Recommendation: Tc be developed through committee discussion.

) P S Y A T Y e T e w8 g ~ T JoP
~egponsible 3taff: Ceborzh Sarmack, Dirscior of Mansgement Services




Name of Program: Rural Mountain/Desent Major Local Highway Projects

Brief Description: In the rural Mountain/Desert subareas, the gverriding principie was that the
highest fransportation need and priority were in local street improvements. This is demonstrated
by the 70% of revenue categorized for this purpose. The Measure | Expenditure Plan for each of
the Mountain/Desert subareas also includes @ category of funding for Major Local Highway
Projects. {The issues related 1o this category of funding in the Victor Vailey are substantially
different and are addressed in & separale issue paper) The Major Local Highway Projects
category receives of 28% of Measure | revenues collected in each subarea, Eligible projects for
this category of funds include “major streets and highways serving as primary routes of travel
within the subarea, which may include State highways and freeways.” The Plan also states that
these funds can be used to "leverage other State and Federal funds . . . and to perform advance
planning/project reports.”

Technical issues: The total amount of funds collected in this category over the thirty vear pericd
is relatively small compared to the cost of construction for major highway improvements; i.e.;
North Desert $Z24m, Mountains $30m, Moronge Basin $31m; and Colorado River $15m. Revised
revenue estimatles by subarea are under deveiopment. However, & is safe to say that anticipated
revenue in this category may be in the neighborhood of $1m & year or less.

Cue to the vast areas and many miles of major loca!l highways in these subareas areas, it was
never anticipated that these funds would fully fund any project/s. Although projects were named
in the Measure, the named projects were examples of major projects which were easily identified
as priorities at the time the Measure was drafled. The project lists were not intended !o provide a
specific project list for the term of the Measure. Language in the Expenditure Plan specifically
stated these funds would be used as "Contributions to Projects, including but not limited {o”

Estimates of an zmount of State and Federal funds available to each subarea were included in
the Expenditure Plan. These estimates, however, cannot be relied upon considering the
shortcomings of transportation funding at both the State and Federal level.

Due to the lack of specifically identified projects and the vagaries of the amount of “coniributions”
from the Wiajor Local Highway Projects category, project prioritization and aliocations from the
iMaijor Local Highway Frojects category are left to future policy determinations.

Policy Considerations and alternatives:
Considering the limited financial resources in the Major Local Highway Projects category, a
number of policy decisions will be required in establishing principles for allocation of funds. 1t is
possible that some criteria could be established which apply to all Rural Mountain/Desert
subareas. However, it is certain that represeniatives of each subareas will be required o
establish allocation principies which best fit the needs of their each subarea. Some of the policy
considerations are:

1} VWhat criteria should be used o estabiish efigibility for allocation of funds from the Major
Local Highway FProjects category?  (State highway mprovements only?  Anterials
spanning mullipie urlsdictions? Projects which can demonsirate improvad serformsans
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Rural Mountain/Desert Major Locai Highways
Fage 2

3 Is there an expecialion that jurisdictions will aliccate a portion of Local Street Project

funds for project development or as partial funding o be combined with Major Local
Highway Projects for project construction?

4} Should development mitigation be considered in allocation of Major Local Highway
Projects? (Although none of the subareas in the Mountain/Desert area except the Victor
Valley, were inciuded in the SANBAG Nexus Study, most jurisdictions in the rurasl
Mountain/Desert subareas are considering or have established development mitigation
programs. How these programs shouid or should not be linked to the allocation of Major
Local Highway Project funds needs 1o be established.)

Recommendation: To be developed through committee discussion.

Responsible Staff: Deborah Barmack, Director of Management Services




Name of Program: Valley Freeway Program

Brief description: Measure | 2010-2040C requires 20%, of revenue collected in the San Bernardine Valiey
gubarea fund fresway projects within the San Bernarding Vailley Subarea, Projects 1o be construcied
with Freeway Projects funds inciude the widening of the following freeways:

. 0 @ % ® 8

-10 HOV — Milliken Avenue fo Riverside County Line
-15 - Riverside County Line to 1-215

-215 - Riverside County Line to 110

[-245 - SR 210 to 115

SR 210 ~1-215t0 1-10

HOV Connectors

!
{
i

Note: The Interstate 215 project through San Bernardino and Interstate 10 Westbound Lane addition
down the Yucaipa grade is expected to be fully funded from current Measure [ funds.

Technical issues:

1)

2}

4}

5

i
~

Project Initiation Documents — With the exception of the 1-215 widening north of the SR 210
interchange and the HOV connectors, all of the projects listed above have had some level of
project development work underway.

Preliminary Engineering — Preliminary engineering (the effort required to get a project to 30%
design) is underway on the 1-215 widening between Riverside County Line and 1-10. The Board
has conceptually approved proceeding with preliminary engineering for the I-10 widening.

Environmental Clearances — Work is underway on the Environmental Impact Report/Statement
for the 1-215 widening between Riverside County Line and 1-10. The preliminary Project Study
Report for the |10 HOV projects prepared by Caltrans suggests that a Categoricai
Exception/Exclusion with studies will be the required environmental document. Various levels of

environmental analysis will be necessary for all projects identified above with timeframes ranging
from 2-B8+ years.

Final Design — SANBAG or Caltrans — In the past § years or so the SANBAG Board has
encouraged staff to pursue lead agency status for the purpose of final design of major freeway
projects. It is assumed that this will continue as SANBAG's preferred approach for design
activities. It is anticipated that SANBAG will continue to use engineering/design consultants
rather than increasing internal staffing to perform this work.

Unknowns of project complexity untii prefiminary engineering/environmental is underway — The
oreliminary engineering phase of project development includes a variety of studies, the resuits of
which lead to an ultimate project scope. Studies such as geotechnical/seismic, noise,
traffic/system operations, endangered species, right of way, historic properties efc., aie
necessary elerment of project development but until these studies are complete it is difficult ¢
sruly scope the projects and the total costs zssociated with the projects.

v considerations and alternatives:

Sepject Accelerstion — T e 3oard nas aporoved wwaning of unds wetween e Twe Measures e
srder o continue prograss on project develocpment aciivities Y Project idenified in
easurs | 204 0-2040. This action will aliow prefirminary engineernng anc snvironmanial Slearance
sctvities o procesd n advance Of new lMeasurs § rgvenues Seing avaiabie. The Bcard’s

ted | ive Program supporis the use of Dasign-3ust procurement for ransponation

wre law Wil D8 taguirsd 1 sliow for Design-Buld Tor reeway proecie.
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reeway Program

freeway consiruction in the first decade of the new Measure, it may be necessary 1o reguire
freeway interchange project funds be made available first 1o those prolects that affect mainline
freeway construction :

Funding availability -~ Due 10 a variety of factors the estimated projects costs for all the major
freeway projects have more than doubled. While revenue projections have also increased,
revenues still fall far short of what is necessary to fund the construction of ali the projects listed
above using “traditional” sources. Public-Private Parinerships, a relatively new concept in the
United States that typically include some sort of tolling component and concession arrangement,
have become an accepied alternative to fund and deliver major freeway capacity projects. A
potential candidate corridor for this concept would be the interstate 15 from the Riverside County

Line to Cajon Summit or potentially through the Victor Valley either through a managed lane
concept or a dedicated tolled truck lane.

A related policy question is that should SANBAG want to proceed with $1 Biillion worth of
Freeway construction in the first decade of the new Measure, it will be necessary to utilize some
form of long-term financing. The fundamental issues between long-term financing vs. pay as you
go are twofold. First, by constructing the project earlier using bond proceeds, there is a high
probability that the project will cost less than it would a number of years later under a “pay as you
go” approach. Second, there is a value to the region, be it be it a quality of life value, a reduction
in vehicle hours of delay, or air quality benefits, by advancing the project through the use long-

term financing. A separate issue paper focusing on long-term financing more thoroughly frames
the policy debate in this area.

Ancther concept to consider is a loan program between Measure categories similar to what was
used in the current measure where Vailey Major Projects funds that were not yet necessary to
fund projects were availabie to “loan” to the commuter rail program to meet early 1990's needs for
the Metrolink system. The commuter raif program has been repaying the Major Projects program
and will fulfill its” repayment obligation before the sunset of the current measure. Obviously, this
concept only works if a major program category does not require a timely use of available funds.

System sequencing — Given the nature of congestion in the Valley region of the County a
substantive argument could be made that nearly all of the projects listed above are necessary
now or within the next few years. SANBAG has generally used project readiness and funding
availability as the determining factors for project delivery. While these two factors should remain
elements of the policy decision-making process a third component should be considered which is
how does the overall freeway system perform when certain improvements are made. SANBAG
staff is currently developing capabilities that will graphically illustrate system performance that
may assist the Board in making project prioritization decisions.

Recommendations: To be developed through committee discussion.

Responsible Staff: Darren Ketlle, Director of Freeway Construction




Name of Frogram: Freeway inlerchangs Projecis

Brief description: Measure | 2010-2040 requires 11% of revenue collected in the Valiey Subarea shall
fund Freeway interchange Frojects. There are 371 Freeway interchange Projects ideniified in the
Measure and language intended to aliow for additional interchange projects to be funded from thig
category. Language is alsc included in the Measure requiring equitable geographic disiribution of
projecis be taken into account over the iife of the program.

Technical issues:

The technical issues associated with the freeway interchange program will vary from interchange to
interchange. In nearly all instances environmental clearances wiil likely require the preparation of an
initial Study/Envircnmental Assessment, a process that currently take an average of 2-3 years. As the
interchange projects have direct interface with the freeway system both Caltrans and in most cases the
Federal Highway Administration, will have a substantial role in all phases of the project.

There are two programmatic fundamental technical/structural questions that will affect the freeway
interchange program that will only be answered through healthy policy debate and the two may very well
be in conflict given the reality of the overall funding picture for freeway interchange projects. First,
Measure | 2010-2040 requires a development contribution to freeway interchange projects and it has not
yet been determined when SANBAG would be required to make Measure | Interchange program funds
available to a project. Second, and potentially in conflict with the easy answers to the first question is

how the Interchange program and Valley Freeway Program interface particularly if mainline freeway
project acceleration remains & policy priority.

Policy considerations and alternatives:

1} Project Acceleration - The Board has approved ioaning funds between the twe Measures in order
to continue progress on project development activities for the 1-10 HOV Project identified in
WMeasure | 2010-2040. This action will allow preliminary engineering and environmental clearance
activities tc proceed in advance of new Measure | revenues being available. Additionally, to
maintain an accelerated schedule, several of the freeway interchange reconstructions must be
complete before construction of the mainline HOV project commences. Recent actions by the
United State Fish and Wildlife Service have cleared the substantial hurdle of addressing
endangered species issues along this corridor so iong as mitigation (habitat) is purchased. In
general for freeway interchange projects to be delivered in an accelerated fashion design-build
procurement may be a viable option. The Board's adopted Legislative Program supports the use
of Design-Build procurement for transportation projects but a change in state law will be required
tn altow for Design-Build for freeway projects.

2) Linkages to Valley Freeway Program — A number of Valley Freeway Projects will require either
early or concurrent construction of antiquated and heavily congested local freeway interchanges.
Given the limited resources available and the potential of over a $1 Billion of freeway construction
in the first decade of the new Measure, it may be necessary o require freeway interchange
oroject funds be made avaiiabie first to those projects that affect mainiine freeway construction.

I Funding availability — Freeway interchange reconstructions are predominately funded from awo
sources; Measure | and Development impact Tees as datermined Dy the SANBAG Nexus Study
rogram. T ne gap selween orciecied revenues anc esimaied prolects oosts, whie not as
significant as mat of the Valley Freeway srogram s sl substantial. More complicated serhaps
nan the potental gap o funding 8 he ikelinood ithat ocal urisdictions wil nave itheir
‘ocai/developer conwibation availlable and I will be Incumbent upon SANBAG ‘¢ make avaiabis
e Measure | sharg ¢ e project. This wil dikely 'eac o the oclicy discussion of whether ong
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Freeway interchange Projects
Page 2

Recommendation: 7o be developed through commities discussion,

Responsible Siaff: Darren Kettle, Director of Freeway Construction

i




Name of Program: Valley Major Sireets Program

Brief Description

The Measure | 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan defines eligible Major Streels program proiects as
“congestion relief and safety improvements o major streefs that connect communities, serve
major destinations, and provide freeway access.” Funding from this program “shall be expended
pursuant to a five-year prolect list fo be arnually adopted” by SANBAG “after being made
available for public review and comment Funding priorities are improving roadway safety,
relieving congestion, street improvements at rail crossings, and shall take into account equitable
geographic distribution over the life of the program. Pursuant tc Section Vill of the Measure |
2010-2040 Ordinance and the Board-approved Congestion Management Program, eligibility to
receive funding from this program is also limited to those major street projects and sireet

improverments at railway crossings for which fair share contributions have been calculated
through SANBAG's approved Nexus Study.

Technical issues

The Measure | Valley Major Streets Program is to be funded by a combination of Measure |,
fedaral, and fair share mitigation funds (opporiunities, constraints, linkage with other programs).
The Measure | share of total funding will initially be 20% of Valley revenue, but will be reduced to
17% or less after ten years commensurate with increased funding for the Express Bus/Bus Rapid
Transit Service Program. Estimated Measure | revenues (based on $8 billion total revenue} are
$1.079 billion. In addition, the Measure | 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan identifies $82 million in
state and federal funds and $444 million in contributions from new development to fund this
program. The updated Nexus Study fair share contribution for these projects is $616 million, for
an estimated available revenue total of $31.777 billion. The updated cost of the eligible projects is
$1.798 billion, for a small programmatic shortfall of $21 million. Annual Measure | revenue
generation is projected to increase from about $24 million in the first years to about $58 million by
2040. Linkages between the eligible anterials and freeway interchanges may means that the

timing of projects funded through this programs may be affected by timing of projects funded
through the Interchange Program.

Policy considerations and alternatives

1} "Frontioading” (borrowing from one or more other funding programs to advance projects
in another programmatic category, with iater repayment o the lender programs) of this or
other programs may be deemed desirable by the Board of Directors and member
jurisdictions. Current discussion suggests that other programs such as Valley freeways,
nterchanges, or rait are more likely candidates for frontioading than Major Streets, in
which case Major Streets could become a donor program in the early years of the
Measure. |t appears likely, however, that some Valley jurisdictions consider the Major
Street program to be more important in the near term than freeway improvements:

« Option 1. No inter-program loans; all funds maintained for early delivery major street
and grade separation projects.

« Cphon 2 Cap wans o other srograms at & level thal permils iim 5t maior
sirget anc grade separation projects rom the culset of the on
» Dotion 3 oJnimied cans 1o oher orograms with orovision for iater pavback,
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aliey Major Streets Program
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2040 funds, given that most are unitkely io atiract other funds and can be delivered with
only CEQA review? If so, what kind and how much preference ought to be given?
Funding packages for all projects efigible for this funding program have a fair share
development contribution, SANBAG could prioritize these projects using performance
criteria 1o assess their relative value for relieving congestion angd improving safety and
geographic equity considerations. Alternatively, SANBAG could merely respond to
iocally initiated reguests for match against the requisite level of development funding.
Specific allocation strategies include:

»  Option 1. Call-for-projects basis — A call-for-projects would be issued by SANBAG 1o
allocate a specified amount of proegram funding based on Board-approved evaluation
criteria. Project maximums may or may not be specified.

o Sub-option A. Geographic equity controlled through criteria weighting factors

o Sub-cption B: Geographic equity controlled by capping access to Measure funds
for individual jurisdictions (caps can be adjusted if other jurisdictions d¢ not use
funds within a prescribed timeframe)

o Sub-opticn C: No geographic control

+ Option 2: Project readiness basis — Jurisdictions would request Measure dollars from
SANBAG to match locally contributed development financing when a certain phase of

the project is ready. SANBAG would provide a commitment to the jurisdiction that
specified funds will be available.

o Sub-option A: Geographic equity controlled by capping access © Measure funds
for individuat jurisdictions

o Sub-option B: No geographic control

Another issue is the actual conveyance of the Measure | dollars. Alternatives include:

« Option 1. Reimbursement process ~ Jurisdictions expend funds on a project and
submit invoices to SANBAG; reimbursement oceurs based on agreed perceniage of

actual costs (could be with or without caps on reimbursement amount)

» Option 2. GrantMOA process {with possible refund to SANBAG if actual costs are
less than original estimate)

Cast overruns can be treated in at least two Ways:

«  Option 1: SANBAG commitment is 1o a gercentage, regardiess of cost

&
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Wame of Program: Metrolink/Rail Service

Srief Description. Measure | 2010-2040 requires 8% of Valley Measure | shall funds passenger
rail projects, inciuding the extension of the Metro Gold Line to Montciair, the implementation of
nassenger rail service between San Bernarding and Rediands and for the Metrolink system, the
nurchase of additional passenger cars and locomotives, construction of additional track capacity,
sonstruction of additional parking at stations and provide match funds for State and Federal
revenyues used for maintaining equipment, track and signal and road crossings.

Technical issues: The Metrolink/Rail Service Program is o be funded by a combination of
Measure |, federal, state and local funds. Over the 30-year period, Measure | wili generate nearly
2487 million. Federal Transit Administration (FTA} funds {Sections 5307 - Fixed Guideway,
5309(m)(2)(A) New Starts and Small Starts, and 5308(m)(2)(B) — Rail Modernization) are
expected fo total $479 million. This estimate of FTA revenue assumes that 50% of the capital
cost for the Gold Line and Rediands extensions will be awarded ($122.5 million). The proportion
of San Bernardino Valley local revenue (Local Transporiation Funds, State Transit Assistance

Funds and Rail Asset funds) required for supporting the passenger rait program is not set in stone
and will vary from year to year.

Both the Metro Gold Line and Redlands extensions, if everything falls in line, could be completed
within the first four years of the new Measure | Program. Without other revenue sources being
available, this could require a Measure | Rail commitment of $122.5 to match a like amount of
FTA funds. Only about 340 million in Rail revenue will be generated in those four years. Staff
has attempted to utilize as much of other revenue {local and CMAQ) that might be avaiiable 10
support these two important projects. Even with the reasonable use of other revenues, the

amount of Measure | Rail funds required will total more than $63.8 million; £23.8 million more
than the revenues generated,

Policy considerations and alternatives:
7} Both the Metro Gold Line and Rediands extensions have strong public and pelitical
support. !t will be critical for SANBAG to continue 1o be a strong supporter of the Gold

Line extension to Montclair and to leverage other Federal, State and local (Los Angeles
County) funds as they become available.

2} Currently, cities along both projects appear to be supportive of transit oriented

geveiopment at the proposed station locations; thus supporting the SCAG 2% Compass
program.

3) The Gold Line extension is proposed as a deign/puild project. The Rediands extension
could become & design/build project as well.

4j Trere are still several steps that need 1o be taken for both of these projects to win FTA
approval to enter into preliminary engineering. For the Gold Line extension the major
step includes a new travel forecast provided by LACMTA and getting project in Long
Range Transit Plan. For the Redlands extension. the requirements for Small Staris are
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Metrolink/Rail Service
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Borrowing from other Valley programs

Include financing with bond proceeds

Delay implementation of Rediands Extension and fund Goid Line, or visa verss
(stilt would require short-term borrowing for cash flow purposes)

Design/Build

Recommendations: To be developed through committes discussions.

Responsible Staff: Mike Bair, Direclor of Transit and Rail Programs




Name of Program: Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transd Service

Brief Description: Measure | 2010-2040 requires that 2% of Valiey Measure | shail fund the
Express Bus/Bus Rapid Transit Service category. Effective ©0 years foliowing the initial collection
of revenue, this category amount shall increase {o at ieast 5% and may increase © no more than
10% upon approval by the Authority Board, Assuming that the 5% is selected for the remaining
20 years, approximately $206.6 million would become available. The implementation of Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) will require federai funding from either the Federal Transit Administration
Section 5309 New Starts or Small Starts programs.

Technical issues: In July 2004 Omnitrans developed a System-Wide BRT Corridor Plan that
identifies 7 potential corridors. Of these seven corridors, the "E” Street corridor {from north of Cal
State University fo the VA Hospital in Loma Linda) was selected for early implementation. In
December 20056 Omintrans completed the alternatives analysis of the "E" Street corridor and
selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and is now seeking authorization to begin
Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Clearance phase. The preliminary cost estimate for

the LPA is $156.2 million in 2005 dollars. The anticipated implementation date is the end of
2010,

Policy consideration and alternatives:

Clearly, the implementation schedule noted above would require a funding commitment prior to
the Measure | 2010-2040 taking effect. One of the arguments given for not increasing the
amount of new Measure | revenue to this category was that some of the infrastructure
improvements required would be eligible under the Valley Major Streets program. Approximatety
$45.6 of the estimated cost could be eligible for funding from the Vailey Major Streets program;
leaving a balance of $110.6 million from other sources. 1t may be possible that the amount of
federal funding could be as high as 80%, but a more likely amount would be 50%. So the amount
of local funds necessary could range from $12.2 to $55.3 million. On a pay-as-you-go basis. it
would fake between § and 13 vears to accumulate that amount of revenue under this program.

1) Shouid the BRT fixed guideway portion, excluding the dedicated bus bridge over 1-10, of

the project be consider for Vailey Major Streets funding? And how should the BRT

project be rated against other pressing needs for the Valiey Major Streets program
funds?

2} Should the funding for the BRT project be included in an advance bonding scenario?
3} Should there be a subset of this program funding to support future express bus service?
Recommendation: Tc be developed through commitiee discussion.

Responsible Staff: Mike Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs




Nams of Program: New Measure | Bond Financing Debt Capacity

Brief Description: The New Measure | Bond Finanting Frogram will provige funding for capiial
project construction that is not expected to be financed on.a pay-as-you-go basis. The program

couid be dividen rrio a ﬁ*stfs.emﬂf mn ;m‘ arn that s primarily used io f namﬁ: majﬁf gr{aéa{;%s
(freeways, interchangs :

will be the primary constramis oft debt ﬂnancmg capacf LOWE| _revenuesl
forecast, higher financing interest rates and a restrictiv ;ﬂdjtlonai Bonds. Test will reduce debt
financing capacity. Measure | revenues. greater than forecast, lower financing interest rates and a
jess restnctwe Additional Bonds Test will resull in increased debt ﬁnancmg capac;ty

Policy: Cons;derat;x;n:s and aitemaﬂves,., Pay-as~yau—ge pro;ect ﬁnarmm‘ 515
‘to debt finanging for projects. Pre}ect readiness and heedfor ﬁnancmg wi
the first financings; however, it is possible for SANBAG to lock-in current Jow interest rates with
hedging strategies when there is some certainty of project readiness and capital requirements.

Debt covenants that will be embodied in & financing resolution and trust indenture will establish
policies for the debt financing program:

Recommendations: To be develeped through com-mitte_é discussions.

Responsible Staff: Terry McGuire, Director of Finance
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Name of Program: inier-program issues

Brief Description: Several issues that affect multiple proegrams or may cause one program o
affiect others also exist, and do not fit neatly into discussion of any one program. They are
discussed beiow.

Policy Considerations and Alternatives:

1} Prioritization among programs, which may include borrowing from one or more programs
to “frontload” another program. As @ hypoihetical exampie, the Board may assign a
higher priority to freeway construction than new major sireets and rail projecis, and
choose to borrow revenuas from those programs in the first years of the new sales tax
measure to for early freeway construction, with provision for payback in later vears.
Metrolink funding in the current Measure | is & model for this approach. Informal
discussions with staffs of SANBAG's member agencies suggests that no consensus
exists thus far on prioritization of one or more programs over others, but that broad
agreement should be reached, based on further discussion, before any such decision is
made.

2) inter-program sequencing. Beyond the more familiar issue of how to prioritize
transportation projects within a particular program, projects funded by different programs
may reiate to one another such that a particular delivery sequence is desirable or even
necessary to minimize construction-related transportation impacts and improve the
efficiency of project delivery. Examples are the sequencing of freeway interchange (to be
funded from the Valley Interchange Program) and freeway mainiine improvements (to be
funded from the Valley Freeway Program) within a given corridor, or the timing of arterial
roadway improvements {to be funded from the Valley Major Streets Program) in proximity
to a freeway interchange project {to be funded from the Valiey Interchange Program).
Staff suggests consideration of the following principle:

« Project delivery sequences that are determined to be more efficient and less costly to
deliver and less impacting to the traveling public than others should be pursued.

3} Fiscal Management. 1t is generaily advantageous, when possible, to deliver projects

without use of federal funds to avoid the federal local assistance process and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance issues. However, larger projects such as
mainline freeway improvements and many freeway interchanges must be federalized
under any circumstance. It therefore makes sense to maximize utilization of federal
funds on those projects that must go through the federal process anyway, and avoid
federal funding of projects that can otherwise be delivered locally with Cailifornia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review,

The Measure | 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan identifies 2 distribution of Measure, Federal and
State, and fair share development revenues ameng the various Measure progfams. However,
these proportions will change among some programs because of updated Measure | 209 6—2045
~evenue foracasts, updales to the SANBAG nexus study, and chanﬂ@s o the aval ;E‘.bzh v of stz
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inler-program lssues
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4)

Froject initiation, Responsibility for initation of roadway projects can rest with SANBAG
or with locsl governments, initation by SBANBAG could occur as a result of prigritization
of projects within a programmatic category and a statement of SANRBAG's willingness to
fund selected high-priority proiects, or a call-for-projects in which projects submitied.

iocal governments in respense to the call recely & Nitr

g7y e e}
previously devel Altermali

1al: projects ; éd aance with a preferred project delivery |
escribed in sec ion- #2 {above) may not ‘be the responsible iocal

government's. priority, nor the project on which the iocal government wouid otherwise
choose to focus its available development financing. This isste will be discussed further:
in the context of more detailed discussion of the Valley Freeway, F reeway Intercharige,:
and Major Streets programs. ' : ' B

Recommendation: To be developed through committee discussion.

Responsible Staff: Ty Schuiling, Director of Planning and Programming
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| Working Together

NESFORTATION

® 3on demading County Tronsporiation Commission ®  Son Bamardine County Transporiation Authority
® 3an Bermarding County Congestion Management Agency & Seivice Authority for Frosway Emergencies

Date:
Subject.

. *
Recommendation:

Background.

Minute Action
AGENDAITEM: __ 4
October 19, 2006
Amendment No. 6 to Cooperative Agreement 91-065 with the City of Montclair

Approve Amendment No. 6 to SANBAG Cooperative Agreement 91-065 with the
City of Montclair relating to the management responsibility of jointly owned
property at the Montclair Transcenter and the reimbursement of maintenance
expenses for the first two years relating to the future pedestrian undercrossing at
the Montclair Metrolink Station in an amount not to exceed $100,000, increasing
the total contract authority to $5,818,879.71 as identified in the Financial Impact
Section.

In December 1991 the SANBAG Board, acting as the County Transportation
Authority, approved Agreement 91-065 with the Redevelopment Agency of the
City of Montclair. The agreement provided for the Redevelopment Agency to
acquire property upon which the new Montclair Transcenter would be
constructed. The agreement was amended in April 1993 to incorporate the
liability insurance limit required with the construction of the childcare facility.

A second amendment was approved by the Authority Board in December 1995,
That amendment added the City of Montclair as a third party to the agreement and
assigned the responsibility of certain maintenance to the City with initial funding
provided by SANBAG, included appropriate liability indemnification, contained a
provision for the possible acquisition of 1.6 acre development site and additional
property exchanged between Caltrans and SANBAG, and authorized the transfer
of the Transcenter property to Caltrans.

Approved
Commuter Bail Commitiee

Moved: Segond:

Opposzd: Abstained:
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A third amendment to the agreement was approved by the Authority Board in
June 1999, The amendment clarified the roles of the Redevelopment Agency and
SANBAG in the development of the 1.6 acre development site. It also provided
that any income derived from future leases or other income producing agreements
from the site be used to pay the reasonable costs of RDA’s administration and to
provide income for the City’s provision of maintenance and security for the
Transcenter. Any excess proceeds are to be shared equally between the Authority
and City.

A fourth amendment was approved by the Authority Board in August 2002, that
provided $62,500 to augment the City’s construction management expenses
associated with the construction of a second platform at the Montclair Metrolink
Station. The actual cost of the second platform design and construction was paid

- from Regional Improvement Program funds.

A fifth amendment was approved by the Authority Board in April 2003 thar
assigned the responsibility of maintaining the extension of the north platform, the
southern platform and the landscape area adjacent to the new southern platform.

The purpose of Amendment No. 6 is to clarify the determination of RDA’s
administrative cost and to provide funding for the maintenance of the future
pedestrian undercrossing during the first two years of use. The amendment sets
the RDA’s administrative expenses at 2.5% of all gross lease revenue and requires
a quarterly payment to the Authority any lease or other income producing
agreement revenue in excess of that required for the City’s expenses for
maintenance and security of the Montclair Transcenter.

By the end of the calendar year the Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA) will be constructing a pedestrian undercrossing to replace an at-grade
crossing that was constructed when the second platform was built. The California
Public Utilities Commission gave a conditional approval of the at-grade crossing
with the understanding that an uncercrossing would eventually be constructed.
SCRRA views the pedestrian undercrossing 2s a component of the station and not
part of their operating property. As a result, the City will be responsible for
maintaining the undercrossing, fust as it is for the station platforms.

The City has expressed concemn over the long-term financial implications of
maintaining the undercrossing. The undercrossing has been
input, 0 include gates and fencing o insure the undercrossing
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with a direct feed to the new City Police Station located across the street from the
station. Granted, the use of gates will require someone to lock the gates late at
night and unlock them early in the morning, but installation of the gates is the
only reasonable method of securing the undercrossing during non-service hours.

Due to the uncertainty of what that maintenance responsibility will entail,
SANBAG has offered to provide funding the City for the initial two-year period.
This is a similar arrangement SANBAG had with other Metrolink station cities
where the cities were reimbursed for the first two years of station maintenance
and security cost. Amendment Number 6 provides funding from the Authority in
an amount not to exceed $100,000 to reimburse the City for its maintenance
responsibility of the future pedestrian undercrossing during the first two years of
use. Bevond the first two-year period, the City will be totally responsible for the
pedestrian undercrossing maintenance,

The Committee 18 being asked to approve Amendment No, 6 in concept so that
staff may continue to work with the City to resolve the fow outstanding issues.
The Amendment will not be presented for Beard approval until some form of
agreement has been reached with the City.

Financial Impact:  This item is consistent with the adopted Agency budget. The financial
commitment for the pedestrian undercrossing will be budgeted as part of the

Agency’s commuter rail operating expenses beginning in the next fiscal year.

Reviewed By This item will be reviewed by the Commuter Rail Committee on
October 19, 2006.

Responsible Staff:  Michael Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs.
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SANBAG Contract No. 91-065-6
by and betwesen
San Bernardino Associated Governments
and
City of Montclair and City of Montclair Redevelopment Agency
for

clarifying the mapagement responsibility of jointlv owned property at the Montclair Transcenter: the

assignment to the City of maintenance responsibility for the pedestrian undercrossing at the Montelair
Metrolink Station; and the reimbursement of maintenance expenses for the first two vears relating to the
pedestrian undercrossing at the Montclair Metrolink Station

- FOR ACCOUNTING PURPOSES ONLY.

Payable Vendor Contract # Retention: [_] Criginai
{1 Receivable Vendor {D (ves % ENo Amendment
N Previous Amendments Total: 311887871
Original Contract $ £.600.000 Previous Amendments Contingency Total:  $0
Current Amendment. $ 100.000.00
Contingency Amount.  $0 )
Current Amendment Contingency; 58

Centingsncy Amount requires specific authorization by Task Manager grior to ralease.
gengy g

Contract TOTAL 9 | $ 5,818,879.71

Task CostCode Eunding Sources Grant 1D Amounts

37708000 8011 LTF - Rajl $50,000.00
37769000 85011 LTF - Rail $ 50,000.00

Criginal Board Approved Contract Date:  12/4/91 Contract Start: 12/4/91  Contract End: Qpen
New Amend. Approval {Board) Date: — Amend. Start; ___ Amend. End: Open

If this is a muiti-year contract/amendment, please allocate budget authority among approved
budget authority and future fiscal year(s)-unbudgeted obligations:

Approved Budget Fiscal Year: Future Fiscal Year(s) ~
Authority & 3 Unbudgeted Obligation & - $100,006.00

Is this consistent with the adopted budget?  [JYes [No
If yes, which Task includes budget authority?

If no, has the budget amendment been submitted? [JYes [XINo ~ Funds will be inciuded in £Y 2008
& 2009 Budgets

oo CONTRACT MANAGEMENT -

Please mark an “X” next to all that appiy:

2 Intergovernmental [} Private ™ Non-Local 5 Local [ ] Partly Local

Disad\}éfz;:;ged -Bﬂ-smess Ehn?:ewrpfése: EINo ”fj‘;’-es %
Task Marager: Michae! Bair ! Contract Manager: Michael Bair

/ 3 E ' P — (‘ - ':/ oy . - . — ]
B mf_,.r I T A Lo e : Nt g,.»\m A "v« e s -
Task Manager Signature Date | Contract Manager Signaturs Date




AMENDMENT NUMBER 6 TO
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 91-863
BETWEEN THE :

SAN BERNARDINO ASSOCIATED GOVERNMENTS,
THE CITY OF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
AND
THE CITY OF MONTCLAIR

THIS AMENDMENT NUMBER 6 1o Cooperative Agreement 91-063 is hereby made and
entered into and effective this dav of November, 2006, by and between the
SAN BERNARDINO ASSOCIATED GOVERNMENTS  (hereinafter referred to  as
“SANBAG”), the CITY OF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (hereinafter
referred to as “RDA™) and the CITY OF MONCTLAIR (hereinafter referred to as “CITY™), with
regard to the management of jointly owned property at the Montclair Transit Center and the
reimbursement of maintenance expenses for the first two years relating to the future pedestrian
undercrossing at the Montclair Metrolink Station.

WHEREAS, under SANBAG Contact No. 91-065, dated December 14, 1991, SANBAG
and RDA entered into an agreement (the "Cooperative Agreement”), pursuant to which the
parties agreed to purchase and develop a transit center (the "Transit Center") upon that certain
parcel of real property of approximately 22.147 acres located within the City of Montclair; and,

WHEREAS, SANBAG & RDA amended the Cooperative Agreement, by the first
amendment of the Cooperative Agreement (SANBAG Contract No. 93-17) on April 7, 1993, to
add Paragraph 4.07, Establishment of Day Care Facility on Transit Center Site, to the
Cooperative Agreement; and,

WHEREAS, SANBAG & RDA amended the Cooperative Agreement by the second
amendment to the Cooperative Agreement (CITY Agreement No. 95-66) on December 6, 1995,
t0 add the CITY as a party to the Cooperative Agreement, to transfer certain property to the State
of California pursuant to Paragraph 4.05, Exchange for State Properties, of the Cooperative
Agreement, and to add new Section XIII, Maintenance and Reimbursement for Maintenance
Costs, new Section XIV, Indemnification, and new Sections XV, XVI and XVII to the
Cooperative Agreement; and,

WHEREAS, SANBAG, CITY and RDA amended the Cooperative Agreement by a third
amendment to the Cooperative Agreement (CITY Agreement 95-066) on June 2, 1999 to aliow
the RDA to be the lead agency for the development of the plus or minus 1.61 acre site within the
Transit Center retained by SANBAG and RDA for development; and

WHEREAS, SANBAG, CITY and RDA amended the Cooperative Agreement by 2
fourth amendment on August 7, 2002, allowing the CITY to be reimbursed by SANBAG for
construction management services associated with the construction of a second platform 1o an

amount not 1o excesd $62,300; an




WHEREAS, SANBAG, CITY and RDA amended the Cooperative Agreement by a fifth
amendment on April 2, 2003, to assign to the City the maintenance responsibility of the northern
platform extension, southern platform and landscape area.

WHEREAS, SANBAG, CITY and RDA aiso (hereinafter sometimes collectively
referred to as the "Parties” and individually referred to as a "Party") desire to further amend the
aforesaid Cooperative Agreement to clarify the management responsibility of Jointly owned
property at the Montclair Transit Center and the reimbursement of maintenancs expenses for the
first two years relating to the future pedestrian undercrossing at the Montclair Metrolink Station.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties hereto do mutually agree to amend the Cooperative
Agreement (SANBAG Contract No. 91-065 and CITY Agreement 95-066) as follows:

1. REPLACE the last two sentences of Paragraph 4.06 Development of the 1.61 Acre
Site with the following:

Lastly, not withstanding anything to the contrary elsewhere in this Agreement, RDA
may retain 2.5% of all gross lease and other income producing agreement revenue
from the site to pay the reasonable costs of RDA’s lease administration. RDA shall
also retain that portion of gross lease and other income producing agreement revenue
necessary for the CITY’s provision of security and maintenance for the Transit Center
as identified in Article XIII of this Agreement and any improvements thercon. Any
income in excess of that needed for lease administration costs, Transit Cente
maintenance and security costs shall be equally divided between the RDA and
SANBAG. The RDA shall provide SANBAG a semi-annual reconciliation of 2ross
lease and other income producing agreement revenue, RDA lease administration and
CITY’s Transit Center maintenance, security, and improvement expenses.

2. ADD the following as a new Article XIX, Pedestrian Undercrossing Maintenance

Upon the opening for use by the public {Opening Date) of the future pedestrian
undercrossing, SANBAG shall reimburse CITY for its expenses associated with the
maintenance of the undercrossing as identified in Exhibit A to this amendment. Such
reimbursement shall remain in effect for twenty-four (24) months after Opening Date
and shall not exceed $100,000. Any costs incurred for maintenance of the
undercrossing beyond the $100,000 shall be CITY’s responsibility. CITY shall
invoice SANBAG not more frequently than quarterly for expenses incurred. Each
invoice shall be accompanied with a description of the work performed, including any
repairs, hours of work performed and cost of materials. SANBAG shall remit
payment to CITY within forty-five (435) days of invoice receipt.  Expenses for the
maintenance of the pedestrian undercrossing beyond the initial twenty-four 24
month period shall be the responsibility of the CITY.

Except as amended by this Agreement, all other provisions of the Cooperative Agreement

T

o
(SANBAG Contract No. 91-063). as previously amended, shall remain in tull force and
erfect.




™ WITNESS WHEREQE, the authorized parties have signed:

SAN BERNARDINOG ASSOCIATED

GOVERNMENTS

By:

Dennis Hansberger
President

Date:

Approved as to Form:

By:

Jean-Rene Basle
SANBAG Counsel

Date:

CITY OF MONTCLAIR

By:

Paul M. Eaton
Mavor

imate:

CITY OF MONTCLAIR
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

By
Paul M, Eaton
Chairman
Date:
ATTEST:
By
City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
to

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 921-0653-6

SCHEDULE OF MAINTENANCE FOR PEDESTRAIN UNDERCROSSING AT THE
MONTCLAIR METROLINK STATION (To be completed by City)

Muintenance Activities:

Weekly sweeping of Undercrossing, Stairs and Ramps

Semiweekly trash pickup from Undercrossing

Bimonthly washing of Undercrossing, Stairs and Ramps

Weekly grafiiti removal from Undercrossing, Stairs and Ramp surfaces

Replacement of Undercrossing, Stairs and Ramp fighting

Painting of Undercrossing, Stairs and Ramp surfaces

Maintenance and Repairs of Close Circuit Camera System

Maintenance of Landscape Areas located within the “operating property”




 Governments
SANBAG

Working Together

San Rernardino Associcted Govarameants

1170 W, 3rd Sirast, 2nd Floor Sor Bernarding, CA $2410-1715
Phane: (PUP) 884-8274 Fax: {90%] 8854407 Wak wew sanbaog.ca.gov

® Son Bomardine County Transporiation Commission ® 3on Sermnarddine County Transporiation Authority
& 3San Bermordine Counfy Congestion Management Agency #  3ervice Authority for Fraeway Tmargencies

Date:

Subject:

- Ed
Recommendation:

Background:

Minute Action
AGENDA ITEM: 5
October 19, 2006

Agreement on Cost Allocation Formuia for the Southern California Regional Rail
Authority (SCRRA)

Receive Information

At last month’s meeting, the Committee received a report on the successful efforts
to reach agreement on a formula to allocate operating expenses to the SCRRA
member agencies. When the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) staff presented the formula to their Planning and Productivity
Committee on September 20, 2006, the Commitiee recommended approving the
agreed upon formula, but attached two amendments to the recommendation. The
two amendments are:

1) “Approve the proposed formula on the condition that MTA and Metrolink
members, within the next three years, review and revise the formula based on
expansion levels incurred by member agencies.”

2) “A cost/benefit analysis should be conducted by MTA staff prior to the
close of FY 06/07 to determine if MTA's funding would be better served,
improving service in Los Angeles County, e.g., the Metrolink Antelope Valley
Line, which is entirely in the county, or if we should continue to fund the other
counties’ expansions.”

Approved
Commuter Rail Committee

ol
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Financial impact:

Reviewed By

Responsible Staff,

SRUGH  h-mal o

The Comumittee’s recommendation along with the two amendments was approved
by the MTA Board on September 28.

While we are certainly pleased that the MTA Board approved the formula that the
other member agencies have agreed to, staff is a bit concerned over the
amendments that were attached. The first amendment assumes that other member
agencies will be significantly increasing service that will affect MTA’s subsidy
during the first three years. That is not a certainty. The Riverside County
Transportation Commission’s extension of the 91 Line to Perris Valley will not
likely occur until 2009 at the carliest. And the Orange County Transportation
Authority’s implementation of shuttle service just within Orange County is totally
dependent upon the delivery of additional equipment that will not be delivered for
three years. Infact, the only growth that can occur before the new equipment
arrives is weekend service. In addition, the allocation of certain expenses 1o
lagged (2 year old data) train miles and ridership means that with no service
growth there will be no noticeable shift in the allocation of costs to evaluate.

The second amendment is more troublesome in that it’s the first overt indication
from the MTA of becoming parochial in its Metrolink funding decisions. In the
past, MTA’s reluctance to agree to weekday or weekend service growth was
driven more by budgetary constraints than anything else. That was certainly the
case for MTA not participating financially in the additional weekend service
implemented this year on the San Bemardino and Orange County lines, But with
the implementation of the new formula next year and the savings MTA is
expected to receive as a result, we were hopeful that they would be willing to pick
up their share of the additional weekend service next year. The language in the
second amendment provides an opportunity to not do that. Instead we would
hope that MTA would be inclusive in its analysis and allow SCRRA and its other
member agencies to participate in the determination of cost benefit using such
indicators as subsidy per passenger mile, leveraging of subsidy share and possibly
air quality and congestion relief benefits.

This item has no immediate impact on the agency budget. However, a premature
review and possible revision coupled with a shift in MTA s investment decisions
could have a negative impact on future agency budgets.

This item witl be reviewed by the Commuter Rail Committee on
Ogicher 19, 2006,
Michael Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs




SANBAG San Bernardine Associated Governmenis
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Minute Action

AGENDA [TEM: b

Date: October 19, 2006

Subject: SCRRA Strategy for Infrastructure Bonds
Recommendation:” Receive Information

Background. After a brief PowerPoint presentation that depicted the types of projects, including
some from Metrolink, that could be eligible for funding at this month’s meeting,
the Board approved a support position for Proposition 1B — Transportation, Air
Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006. Should Proposition 1B pass in
November, there will be an opportunity to seek funding for commuter rail
projects. SCRRA and its member agencies have developed a list of potential
projects included in Attachment A. The member agencies have agreed that
SCRRA should take the lead for the first five projects as well as the Fiber
Ontics/Communication project under the Safety & Security category.

The other projects listed could be sponsored by one or more of the SCRRA
member agencies. The projects for which SANBAG might seek funding for
include:

San Bernardino Line: Double Track White Ave. to San Dimas, $30.3 million
Double Track Beech Ave. to Locust Ave., §24.9 million

Approved
Commuter Rail Committae

Moved: Secand:

In Favor: Oososed: Abstained:
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Financial Impact:

Reviewed By:

Responsible Staff:

Riverside Line: Double Track various segments, $99.5 million
San Gabriel River bridge improvements, $16.9 million
Santa Ana River bridge improvements, $20.2 million
SR %1 bridge improvements, $33.7 million

Inland Empire/Orange County Line: Olive Sub. siding, $13.1 million
BNSF Triple Track east of Fullerton, $339.7 million

Riverside Layover Facilities, $5.9 million

Attachment B provides a summary of SCRRA member agency shares without the
benefit of bond funds for all of the projects included in Attachment A. As can be
seem in this summary, without the ability to seek bond funds, if approved,
SANBAG’s share for all projects would total nearly $90 million.

This item has no immediate effect on the adopted budget. Clearly, should
Proposition 1B be approved by the voters, there will be the opportunity to seek

those funds for Metrolink projects through a variety of funding streams.

This item will be reviewed by the Commuter Rail Commitice on
October 19, 2006.

Michael Bair, Director of Transit and Rail Programs



Bunaaur OI0 0007 'S 19ABNY AL 17 PAACIAL ING WHMOS Ad pasodord AneuiBue Axd o swini

_ 2800615864
iSRG T OUET T L6 DO PR MG COWES DL0M WEDC TJSNS| 226'02'86E ¢ X
BN IO AL DE0W YEDG ASNE] 9L CILYELS X X X ¥ X %
D0 WLDO OVENYS DLOY| 66610 § X X
ASNG P 85 SSNG ‘OVENYS onar! 186°L18'v2 § X
q% OYANYS DR 8ZeLe0E X X
Hdf ¥ fdn) ny ‘oo OYENYS DL0H WYY 076'5kLeE § X
Hiel} ¥ () A ‘onen OVENYS 3L0Y HHdi 285 (v2'0Z & W
MM L A Conell OVENYS DLOY HYdN 0967881 § X
il (i) At ‘onal OYENYS 'D10Y HEdN| FIF05Y66 § X
MM R B0 BEA e 10 MO SURAIED "ONBR BIE'RLO'LY § X X X ¥
HHd R 00 UBA {30 A SUBNRT ‘enB] 202829 8 X X X X
Mt R AY Conapy| £5p'199'8 § X % X
‘onapy| sRe'HZE’?  $ X X X
Hid1 % AY C‘onel| see'BEE’Y % X X ¥
aY Conavy BHR'RIRT % X %
Ny enapd £1g'elg'e § ¥ X
B ASNE § WsAy ey Jo AL SUBRIRD § SequEnl iR OR'D00'0T & X X X
oty Apd . OVES Di0Y onen LEr'7ee e § X X
ERL AYES VLDO DL ONSN SIYENE % ¥ X
AY R Conel| [£9'698°L § X X
O URA ‘anai 'IL0A] 208605 § % 4
ureAy 1Ry 40 A} SURNRD ¥ SIoqWaW e 076'GhL'SE ¢ X X ¥ ¥
s Ag QYENYS 010 Y00 'enerl aon'0e0ee $ X X
o1 dn
$AS 0 1501 sIaqWBtl HBL 9407801 ¢ 4 b4 X ¥
I Y P R HEY 0 MG SURSIBS g SIBQUWIBU IR 0000000 § 4 X
o dn
saul g e 0 M) SUBHIBD § SIBHWAW |IR) 00000009 § 4 X ¥
o3 dn
W |BOSE [BIUUE
ESENTIRLIRGT SIapInUBYPLS 2007 (oF sBune § (0 Apinsat Taws Apiagl TR «ithl eflis BINPALT
RS UIETE R apmn | §fmes HfEEnSIE L DN BeGEANEnY il el
Epuog 24N} IMIISEIN 10§ UORBIApISUCT J0] S10afbld [#RDE10 Jo Lrewiiing

¥ INIWHOVLLY

e
P of



saLalayes JOPIT BPRSL 0 AIRTE LWOoR saleoat | paonpal ag few samys fousbe smqussy fg)
funsew OF0 9007 g 18nliny ou) 18 parotat Ing WruOG Ag pasodosd AgeuBiue 4200 w swey

B GE ER R $1Eni/E fi8/11E BY L/ 5 i #5856 $
801 $ 1800 LRI €669 Spiseee 8 X
- 3 Bbog 31804 98’8z Frpolrel kS X b4 X X b4 X
3 B ¥y L BO'EL $ X X
ZF 0 & GG¥l $ |1 48°¥E 4 %
FAC A & 0L 41 $ |l L2708 $ X X
B G 1 eh 4 % pasvid g see 3 X
[T Sratn $ 0Tt $peZ0e 4 %
PR F14BE % L0 $4i80L 3 X K i
AN ke 8 865 $6568 & X A B i
FNT] B
el & it 2 §L294F 3 X X X X
848G % S8 BEeav 3 X X X X
o%'e $1999 % X K X !
£6°7 t]ese $ X X X 14w B
€6°¢ SHE67 $ X X X A ey £
[4:34 Fewe $ X x IESTTR
g5 e $u85¢ § X X
L 41887 §&87 $la6¢ 08 $poo0z % X X X
50 1980 % 02z F59¢ % X X
LE0 s1igo %1960 870 4 4zT |3 % X
iB't S 2671 $ X i
FA k] A $piee $ X X
e d ey $igie %1899 £0'9L s Heiee $ X X X X
oy $165¢€ $}0rg 898Gl 4 o0oe L3 X X
oy dn
ELD $aby LR a4t sipo? Ry $E7ZL0L $ X X ke X
A L A LA 19648 T4 49 $§ 000¢ $ X X i
oy dn
[N $irue L1999 ${98%L $10582 % { 0009 $ X X X {y w ¢ suondey wedp see oo
o} o
Wi (POSH fENULUR )
- SISA TG L oo RYEIY g (1Y shome | 1) Rigmndg | fien Ay | sumiay dil iy SIOPILGT Anlan 18I0
e} samis Aaoahy IBauon |paueiog R00Z apRIn 3 fages uonEedsuRl§ S noneluEEiNY 4118 apRag IR0

{aeiniio.4 gLoY uoiussassy otbajesng Buisn) spuog eanoNIISLU( 10] HORRIADISIOD Jof sioalold (RS0 JO Samug A

q INIWHOVLLY

OBy daqiial 1o Arptiiums

5



AB

ACE
ACT
ADA
APTA
AQMP
ATMIS
BAT
CAC
CALACT
CALCOG
CALSAFE
CALTRANS
CARB
CEQA
CHP
CMAQ
CMP
CNG
COG
CSAC
CTA
CTAA
CTC
CTC
cTP
DMO
DOT
E&H
EIR

EIS
EPA
ETC
FEIS
FHWA
ESP
FTA
FTIP
GFOA
GIs
HOV
ICMA
ICTC
IEEP
ISTEA
HPATIR
ITS
VDA
JARC
LACMTA
LNG
LTF
MAGLEY
MARTA
MBTA
MDAB
MDAQMD
NHS
2OU

SANBAG Acronym List 1of2

Assembly Bl

Alameda Corridor East

Association for Commuter Transportation
Americans with Disabilities Act

Amarican Public Transportation Association

Air Quality Management Plan

Advanced Transportation Management Information Systems
Barstow Area Transit

Call Answering Center

California Association for Ceordination Transportation
Catifornia Association of Counciis of Goveraments
Catifornia Committee for Service Authorities for Freeway Emergencies
California Department of Transportation

California Air Resources Board

California Environmental Quality Act

California Highway Patrol

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality

Congestion Management Program

Compressed Naturai Gas

Council of Governments

California State Association of Counties

Catifornia Transit Association

Community Transportation Association of America
California Transportation Commission

County Transportation Commission
Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Data Management Office

Department of Transportation
Elderly and Handicapped

Environmental Impact Report

Environmental Impact Statement

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Employee Transportation Coordinator

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Federal Highway Administration

Freeway Service Patrol

Federal Transit Adminisiration

Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Government Finance Officers Association
Geographic Information Systems

High-Occupancy Vehicle

international City/County Management Association
interstate Clean Transportation Carridor

inland Empire Economic Partnership

Intermodat Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1981
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program
intelligent Transportation Systems

intand Valley Development Agency

Job Access Reverse Commute

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Liguefied Naturai Gas

Local Transportation Funds

Magnetic Levitation

Mountain Area Regional Transportation Authority
Morongo Basin Transit Authority

Moiave Desert Air Basin

Maoiave Dasert Air Quality Management District
Maior investment Study
Marmorandum of Understanding




MPO
M3RC
MTP
NAT
OA
OCTA
QWP
PA&ED
FPASTACC
PDT
PPM
PSR
PTA
PVEA
RCTC
RDA
RFP
Rip
ROD
RTAC
RTIP
RTP
RTRPA
SB
SAFE
SANBAG
SCAB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCRRA
SED
SHA
SHOPP
S0V
SRTP
STAF
STIP
STP
TAC
TCM
TCRP
TDA
TEA
TEA-21
TIA
TMC
TMEE
TGC
TOPRS
T3M
USFWS
UZAs
YCTC
YVTA
WRCOG

SANBAG Acronym List 20of2

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Mobile Source Air Poliution Reduction Review Committes
Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Needies Area Transit

Obligation Authority

Orange County Transportation Authority

Overall Work Program

Project Approval and Environmental Document
Public and Specialized Transportation Advisory and Coordinating Council
Project Development Taam

Planning, Programming and Monitoring Funds
Project Study Report

Public Transportation Account

Petroleum Violation Escrow Account

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Redevelopment Agency

Request for Proposal

Regional Improvement Program

Record of Decision

Regional Transportation Agencies' Coalition
Regional Transportation Improvement Program
Regional Transportation Plan

Regional Transportation Planning Agencies
Senate Bill

Service Autherity for Freeway Emergencies

San Bernardino Associated Governments
South Coast Air Basin

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Regionai Rail Authority
Sociceconomic Data

State Highway Account

State Highway Operations and Protection Program
Single-Occupant Vehicle

Short Range Transit Plan

State Transit Assistance Funds

State Transportation improvement Program
Surface Transportation Program

Technical Advisory Committee

Transportation Control Measure

Traffic Congestion Refief Program
Transportation Development Act

Transportation Enhancement Activities
Transportation Equity Act for the 21 Century
Traffic Impact Analysis

Transportation Management Center

Traffic Management and Environmental Enhancement
Traffic Cperations Center

Transit Operator Performance Reporting System
Transportation Systerns Management

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Urbanized Arsas

Yantura County Transportation Commission
Victor Valiey Transit Autnority

YWastern Riverside Counsit of Goverrments




San Bernardine Associated Governments
Geen mnts
Working Together
MISSION STATEMENT

To enhance the quality of life for all residents,
San Bernardino Associated Governments
(SANBAG) wilk:

- Improve cooperative regional planning

- Develop an accessible, efficient,
multi-modal transportation system

- Strengthen economic development
efforts

- Exert leadership in creative problem
solving

To successfully accomplish this mission,
SANBAG will foster enhanced relationships
among all of its stakeholders while adding

to the value of local governments.

Approved June Z, 1943
Reaffirmed March 8, 1996




